REMARKS 



1. Claims 1 (lines 8-9); 2(line 6); 8(line 6); 10(line 5); and 11 (line 3) have been 
amended to clarify the language and render the claims definite under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph. 

2-3. Claims 1, 12 and 21 are not believed to be anticipated by Arreguin '498. The 
Examiner states that the magazine block of Arreguin is either 40 or 42 and that a lower 
portion thereof is removably attachable to a magazine block. As clearly shown by the 
drawings therein, particularly FIG. 1F, element 40 is not described or designed to fit into 
magazine 38 nor would one skilled in the art somehow even attempt to connect 40 to a 
magazine. The lower portion of 40 is entirely and specifically designed to be large to fit 
into a firing chamber and not onto the magazine. 

In addition, the upper portion of lower member 42 is not described or designed to fit 
into chamber breech 30. Indeed, lug 56 is specifically designed to fit into the other 
element 40. 

Accordingly, applicant does not agree that each element 40, 42 can meet the 
applicants claim language, which is set forth specifically hereinafter. 

Applicant believes it is not appropriate for the Examiner to take one portion of one 
element of Arreguin '498 and reconstruct another portion of the other element to anticipate 
the single unitary element with the two claimed portions for the purposes as recited in 
Claim 1 (currently amended). 

With regard to Claim 12, the Examiner argues that element 40 of Arreguin '498 
includes "integral opposed shoulders", but, as shown and described, such shoulders do 
not receive "a top portion of such magazine thereby being removably engagable to such 
magazine", as recited in Claim 12. 

It is not at all clear how the "shoulders" of element 40 could fit into the magazine 
when dummy cartridge 42 is the element that is used to fit into the magazine. Indeed, as 
clearly shown in FIG. 11, the element 40 is too large to fit into the magazine with or without 
the "shoulders". 

With respect to Claim 21 , applicant repeats the arguments hereinabove with respect 
to Claims 1 and 12. 

Claims 1, 12 and 21 have been amended as follows: 
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Claim 1 (currently amended) recites, inter alia, 
"an elongate single unitary magazine block including an integral lower 
portion removably attachable to an upper end of such magazine for locating 
said magazine block in such firing chamber and an integral upper portion 
substantially filling such firing chamber between its opposed ends to locate said 
upper portion of said block in such firing chamber when such magazine is inserted 
into such firing chamber to prevent forward movement of such movable bolt and 
such firing pin assembly into such firing chamber of such firearm thereby rendering 
such firearm inoperable and a near side portion adjacent such ejection port and 
far side portion.". 

Claim 21 (currently amended) recites, in a somewhat similar manner: 
"an elongate single unitary magazine block including an integral lower portion 
having a pair of opposed shoulders for slidably inserting said block into the upper 
end of such magazine for locating said magazine block in such firing chamber, 
and an integral upper portion substantially filling such firing chamber when 
such magazine is inserted thereinto to prevent forward movement of such 
movable bolt and firing pin assembly into such firing chamber of such firearm, 
thereby rendering such firearm inoperable.". 

Accordingly, it is clear that Arreguin does not anticipate the present invention as 
now claimed. Arreguin has two elements. The lower portion of dummy cartridge 42, when 
placed in a magazine, does not thereby position the upper portion of the same element 42 
into the firing chamber of a firearm. Similarly, the lower portion of the other element 40 is 
not positionable into a magazine in a manner to provide that the upper portion of 40 
thereby fits into a firing chamber. The Arreguin reference must employ two elements 42 
positionable from below and 40 positionable from the side or from the top and then to be 
connected together via a third element 44 in order to accomplish the objective of the lock 
for a magazine type of firearm, all as clearly set forth in this reference. 

Claim 12 (currently amended) depends on Claim 1 (currently amended) and 
accordingly, Claims 1, 12 and 21 as presently amended are not believed to be anticipated 
by Arreguin '498. 
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4-5. Claim 14 depends on Claim 1 (currently amended) and accordingly Claim 14 is not 
obvious in light of Arreguin '498 in view of either Rassias or Badoni. As stated 
hereinabove, Arreguin requires two elements regardless of the type of material used. 
6. Claims 1, 12, 14 and 21 are not believed to be anticipated by Badoni '447. It is 
noted that this reference was only used in the last Office Action and not in the first Office 
Action, which appears to be piecemeal prosecution due to the fact that these claims were 
amended to be more specific than before. If by any stretch Badoni anticipated the 
amended claims, Badoni would have more clearly anticipated these claims as originally 
filed. Contrary to the Examiner's listing, the device 10 is described as an "implement" 
which is not attachable to any magazine, not a magazine block. In addition, there is not 
"magazine" in Badoni but rather 21 is a "receiver cartridge chamber". Also, the implement 
10 does not have a lower portion that fits into a "magazine". 

The action of the firearm in Badoni is also quite different from the action 
contemplated with regard to the present invention. The "bolt" of Badoni is in fact a 
"retracting bolt" used with bolt action rifles not the magazine based firearms used with the 
present invention. 

Accordingly, applicant does not believe that Badoni is an appropriate reference. 

Finally, applicant repeats the discussion hereinabove with respect to Claims 1 and 
21 as presently amended that make it clear that the present invention is not anticipated by 
Badoni or any other reference cited herein. 

7-10. The statements regarding the Claims in paragraphs 7-9 is acknowledged. 
11. The present amendment and remarks are directed solely to the new grounds for 
rejection. It is believed that no new issues are raised that require further consideration 
and/or search. 

As originally filed Claim 1 recited in part: 

"an elongate magazine block including a lower portion removably attachable to an 
upper end of a magazine to locate said magazine block in such firing chamber and an 
upper portion extending from said lower portion to prevent forward movement of a spring 
loaded bolt and firing pin assembly into a firing chamber of a firearm thereby rendering 
such firearm inoperable and a near side portion adjacent an ejection port and far side 
portion.". 
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Also, as originally filed, Claim 21 recited in part: 

"an elongate magazine block including a lower portion having a pair of opposed 
shoulders for slidably inserting said block into the upper end of a magazine to locate said 
magazine block in a firing chamber, and an upper portion extending from said lower 
portion to prevent forward movement of a spring-loaded bolt and firing pin assembly into a 
firing chamber of a firearm, thereby rendering such firearm inoperable.". 

Accordingly, it is believed that no new matter has been added because the current 
amendments simply more clearly define the present invention and distinguishes them over 
the allegedly anticipatory art. The size of the magazine block is clearly described in the 
specification (page 7, 3 rd paragraph) such that it "substantially fills the firing chamber." 
which was thought to be unnecessary in the claims. 

12. A telephone interview is respectfully requested prior to any advisory action to 
resolve any remaining issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Arthur G. Yeager, Reg. No. 19,892 



245-1 East Adams Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32202-3365 
Tel: (904)355-9631 
Fax: (904)355-9632 

Date: oflg/L, 2JU&0j ~ 
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